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 7 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, YOUR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH 8 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 9 

 10 

A. My name is Ronald M. Pate.  I am employed by BellSouth 11 

Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth") as a Director, Interconnection 12 

Services.  In this position, I handle certain issues related to local 13 

interconnection matters, primarily operations support systems ("OSS").  14 

My business address is 675 West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 15 

30375. 16 

 17 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. 18 

 19 

A. I graduated from Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, Georgia, in 20 

1973, with a Bachelor of Science Degree.  In 1984, I received a Masters of 21 

Business Administration from Georgia State University.  My professional 22 

career spans over twenty-five years of general management experience in 23 

operations, logistics management, human resources, sales and marketing.  24 
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I joined BellSouth in 1987, and have held various positions of increasing 1 

responsibility since that time. 2 

 3 

Q. HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY? 4 

 5 

A. Yes.  I have testified before the Public Service Commissions in Alabama, 6 

Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, South Carolina, Kentucky, the Tennessee 7 

Regulatory Authority and the North Carolina Utilities Commission.  8 

 9 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 10 

 11 

A I will provide BellSouth’s response to certain issues raised by competitive 12 

local exchange carriers (“CLECs”) in their filings in response to the Docket 13 

to Establish Generic Performance Measurements, Benchmarks and 14 

Enforcement Mechanisms for BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.  15 

[01-00193] created by the Tennessee Regulatory Authority (“Authority”) on 16 

February, 21, 2001. 17 

 18 

Specifically, I will provide rebuttal to the direct testimony provided by Ms. 19 

Karen Kinard (WorldCom, Inc.) and Mr. Tad Jerret Sauder (Birch Telecom, 20 

Inc.).  The issues raised in those testimonies relate to BellSouth's change 21 

management process and service request flow-through measurements 22 

and methodologies. 23 

 24 
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While this docket technically deals with performance measurements and 1 

associated enforcement, these witnesses have made comments regarding 2 

BellSouth's OSS-related issues (change management) that must be 3 

corrected.  I have responsibility for OSS-related issues, as well as those 4 

for flow-through measurements that are more appropriate for this docket. 5 

 6 

Q. ON PAGE 28 AT LINE 23, MS. KINARD IMPLIES THAT THERE 7 

SHOULD BE MEASUREMENTS TO ENSURE THAT BELLSOUTH 8 

PROVIDES TIMELY NOTIFICATIONS OF SYSTEM OUTAGES TO 9 

AVOID HARM TO CLEC OPERATIONS.  DOES BELLSOUTH’S SQM 10 

ADDRESS THIS ISSUE NOW? 11 

 12 

A. Yes.  BellSouth’s SQM contains measurements that relate to the Change 13 

Control Process (“CCP”) and it contains a specific measurement, CM-5, 14 

that measures BellSouth’s compliance with the Change Control Process 15 

requirements for notifications of outages.  Having included such a 16 

measurement in the SQM, Ms. Kinard’s remarks seem to be misplaced. 17 

 18 

Q. DOES THE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS HAVE DETAILED 19 

REQUIREMENTS FOR NOTIFICATION TO THE CLECS WHEN THERE 20 

ARE SYSTEM OUTAGES? 21 

 22 

A. Certainly.  BellSouth's process for system outage notifications – as well as 23 

other notification intervals – is well documented in a publication that is now 24 

in Version 2.5, posted to the BellSouth CCP Website on July 18, 2001.  I 25 
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have included that document as Exhibit RMP-1.  For every posted version, 1 

there is also a companion document, or “working” version (provided as 2 

Exhibit RMP-2), that indicates those issues for which there are changes 3 

pending, or where there remain differences between the CLECs and 4 

BellSouth on specific steps of the process. 5 

 6 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PROCESS FOR SYSTEM OUTAGE 7 

NOTIFICATION? 8 

 9 

A. Beginning on page 22 of Exhibit RMP-1 is Section 4.0 – Change Control 10 

Process Flow that contains an overview of six distinct process flows.  A 11 

system outage is designated as Type-1 (highest priority).  Beginning on 12 

page 23 and continuing through page 27 is a detailed explanation of how 13 

the process works, including – notably – the notification steps that take 14 

place when a system outage occurs – i.e., initial notification for outages 15 

exceeding 20 minutes, status notifications on 2-4 hour intervals, resolution 16 

notification at 24 hours after outage occurs, final resolution notification 17 

within three days of outage, and even an escalation step that is 18 

appropriate at any time during the outage if cycle times exceed the times 19 

defined by the process.  All notifications are readily accessible by all 20 

CLECs via the BellSouth Interconnection Website, and provided by e-mail 21 

to CLECs that are registered CCP members. 22 

 23 

The notification process is comprehensive, effective, and, importantly, 24 

accepted by the CLECs as the defined process.  While I can understand 25 
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Ms. Kinard’s concerns with the CLECs receiving timely outage notification, 1 

she has failed to provide any support for her claim that there is a problem 2 

in this area or why the measurements that BellSouth currently proposes 3 

are not sufficient to identify problems with the notification process. 4 

 5 

Q. IN ADDITION TO HER STATED CONCERNS ABOUT OUTAGE 6 

NOTIFICATIONS, MS. KINARD INDICATES ON PAGE 29 AT LINES 21 7 

AND 24 THAT MEASUREMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO ENSURE 8 

TIMELY NOTIFICATIONS OF CHANGES TO INTERFACES, AND 9 

ASSOCIATED DOCUMENTATION.  CAN YOU RESPOND TO THOSE 10 

CONCERNS AS WELL? 11 

 12 

A. Yes.  In my previous answer, I referred to BellSouth’s proposed 13 

measurement CM-5, related to system outages.  There are other specific 14 

SQM measurements that address the other aspects of the Change Control 15 

Process for which Ms. Kinard expresses concern.  They are 16 

measurements ‘CM-1 – Timeliness of Change Management Notices’, and 17 

‘CM-3 – Timeliness of Documents Associated with Change’. 18 

 19 

Q. WHERE IS THE PROCESS FOR NOTIFICATIONS FOR CHANGES TO 20 

INTERFACES THAT THESE MEASUREMENTS ADDRESS? 21 

 22 

A. The process – which is part of the CCP’s Release Management and 23 

Implementation process – is outlined beginning on page 28 of Exhibit 24 

RMP-1 (Section 4.0, Part 2 – Types 2-5 Process Flow).  Step 10 on page 25 
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34 is the specific step for notifications for the various types of changes that 1 

can occur within the Release Management process. 2 

 3 

For a number of months, the CLECs and BellSouth worked to develop an 4 

appropriate and acceptable set of notification intervals.  On June 21, 2001, 5 

a CCP voting ballot containing notification interval items was issued to the 6 

participants in the CCP.  The ballots were returned to BellSouth on June 7 

28, 2001, and I will note that WorldCom, in spite of Ms. Kinard’s concerns 8 

on these issues, was not one of the companies returning a ballot. 9 

 10 

Of the 26 items on the ballot, 24 were items that had direct bearing on the 11 

Release Management Schedule process, and the 20 items pertaining to 12 

notification intervals were approved.  The approved items were 13 

incorporated into CCP Document Version 2.4 on July 2, 2001, (and they 14 

are included in the later CCP Document Version 2.5 that is attached as 15 

Exhibit RMP-1). 16 

 17 

These notification deadlines within the context of a comprehensive release 18 

management program contain schedules for industry releases (new 19 

industry standard(s) that may impact and require the entire CLEC 20 

community to make changes to their interfaces), major releases (changes 21 

that may require CLECs to make changes to their interfaces), minor 22 

releases (changes that may not require CLECs to make changes to their 23 

interfaces), and maintenance releases (scheduled maintenance of a 24 

BellSouth system).  The results of this ballot and subsequent incorporation 25 
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into the CCP Document should satisfy Ms. Kinard’s concerns about 1 

notification intervals. 2 

 3 

Q. CAN YOU PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF THE ADVANCE 4 

NOTIFICATION INTERVALS THAT ARE NOW IN PLACE FOR THE 5 

DEPLOYMENT OF INTERFACE RELEASES? 6 

 7 

A. Yes.  Step 10 of Section 4.0, at page 35 of the CCP Document (Exhibit 8 

RMP-1), provides for the following notification intervals: 9 

  Major Releases 10 

• Draft User Requirements for major software releases will be 11 

provided to CLECs at least 36 weeks prior to production 12 

• Final User Requirements for major software releases will be 13 

provided to CLECs at least 34 weeks prior to production 14 

• Final Specifications for major software releases will be provided 15 

to CLECs at least 10 weeks prior to production  16 

• Business Rules associated with major software releases will be 17 

provided to CLECs at least 8 weeks prior to production 18 

Industry Releases 19 

• Notification for the implementation of an Industry release will be 20 

provided at least 42 weeks prior to production 21 

• Draft User Requirements for implementation of Industry release 22 

will be provided to CLECs at least 40 weeks prior to production 23 

• Final User Requirements for implementation of Industry release 24 

will be provided to CLECs at least 10 weeks prior to production  25 
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• Final Specifications for implementation of Industry release will 1 

be provided to CLECs at least 10 weeks prior to production 2 

• Business Rules associated with implementation of Industry 3 

release will be provided to CLECs at least 8 weeks prior to 4 

production 5 

Minor Releases 6 

• Draft User Requirements for the implementation of a minor 7 

release will be provided to CLECs at least 19 weeks prior to 8 

production (if applicable) 9 

• Final User Requirements for the implementation of a minor 10 

release will be provided to CLECs at least 18 weeks prior to 11 

production (if applicable) 12 

• Final Specifications for minor software releases will be provided 13 

to the CLECs at least 5 weeks prior to production (if applicable) 14 

• The Business Rules associated with minor releases will be 15 

provided to the CLECs at least 5 weeks prior to production (if 16 

applicable) 17 

 18 

Another change regarding notifications to which BellSouth has agreed is 19 

related to documentation for non-system-affecting changes 20 

(documentation changes not covered in the intervals above).  In response 21 

to CLEC requests and as a major improvement over earlier versions of the 22 

CCP Document, BellSouth will now provide all documentation 30 days in 23 

advance.  The documentation wording is found on page 36 of Exhibit 24 

RMP-1. 25 
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 1 

Q. ON PAGE 30, AT LINE 4 OF HER TESTIMONY, MS. KINARD STATES 2 

THAT “BELLSOUTH HAS NOT YET INCLUDED A METRIC IN ITS SQM 3 

THAT TRACKS WHETHER IT RESPONDS FAIRLY TO CLEC 4 

REQUESTS FOR CHANGES AND NEW FUNCTIONALITIES ON ITS 5 

INTERFACES.”  PLEASE RESPOND. 6 

 7 

A. Ms. Kinard is correct when she says BellSouth does not have a metric for 8 

that measurement, and there is a good reason for that.  All requests for 9 

changes to interfaces must come through the BellSouth Change Control 10 

Process CCP, and change requests (“CRs”) that are accepted for 11 

implementation are prioritized by the CLEC-members of the CCP.  Ms. 12 

Kinard seems to forget that any changes made to interfaces – whether 13 

CLEC- or BellSouth-requested – are intended to serve the CLEC 14 

community.   15 

 16 

Ms. Kinard is asking this Authority at page 30, line 8 to order BellSouth to 17 

measure this aspect of the CCP as if it were a contest.  She provides no 18 

factual support to justify such a request.  To measure the number of CLEC 19 

change requests implemented versus the number of BellSouth change 20 

requests implemented would be nothing more than a stroke-tally that 21 

ignores the content and importance of the change requests themselves.  22 

Some change requests simply are more important than others and will 23 

have a greater impact.  I feel confident that the CLEC community would be 24 

happy to see the implementation of a BellSouth change request to remedy 25 
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a defect or correct a documentation error that benefits the entire CLEC 1 

community, and would not be concerned as to who made the change 2 

request. 3 

 4 

Ms. Kinard, on the other hand, appears to feel that if BellSouth has a 5 

change request implemented, each CLEC is entitled to have one change 6 

request implemented, regardless of the nature of the request.  Under her 7 

approach, a CLEC that had this entitlement could make literally any 8 

request – even one that is operationally impossible – and BellSouth would 9 

have to fulfill the request to avoid “failing” her proposed measurement.  10 

This one-for-one concept simply is not practical from an operational 11 

standpoint, nor appropriate from a measurement standpoint. 12 

 13 

Further, Ms. Kinard also suggests that this Authority needs to measure the 14 

time that it takes for BellSouth’s CCP to review a CLEC CR versus the 15 

time it takes to review one of BellSouth's own CRs.  This measurement 16 

likewise is unnecessary, as there is an existing step in the current CCP 17 

that requires that the CR review step take no more than 20 days – 18 

regardless of whether submitted by a CLEC or BellSouth.  Recently, as 19 

evidenced by voting within the CCP, the CLECs (other than AT&T, 20 

naturally) agreed that the existing 20-day interval was reasonable, even as 21 

the Florida Public Service Commission was deciding in an individual 22 

arbitration (FPSC Docket No. 000731-TP) that the interval should be 23 

reduced to 10 days.  Ms. Kinard’s implication that there is somehow a 24 

difference in the review interval to the benefit of BellSouth over the CLECs 25 



 

 11

rings hollow, and statistics show that BellSouth consistently provides 1 

responses to CRs within the currently allotted interval. 2 

 3 

On page 30, at line 18, Ms. Kinard has yet another suggestion for an 4 

unnecessary measurement, and, similarly, provides no substantive 5 

evidence that there is a demonstrated deficiency on BellSouth's part to 6 

warrant such a measurement.  She calls into question the sufficiency of 7 

BellSouth's testing prior to software upgrades, and supports her desire for 8 

a metric in this area by stating at line 20 that such a measurement would 9 

provide “assurance that BellSouth will sufficiently test before a system is 10 

rolled out.” 11 

 12 

BellSouth currently has standards by which it does its pre-deployment 13 

testing, and obviously would not be interested in knowingly deploying 14 

systems with defects to the detriment of both CLECs and itself.  In fact, 15 

there have been occasions when BellSouth either delayed a deployment 16 

or removed defective functionality from a release to avoid the types of 17 

problems Ms. Kinard envisions.  Given that BellSouth currently pre-tests to 18 

the limits of reasonableness, with the obvious intent of providing a useable 19 

and defect-free product, and does so without an indication of a deficiency 20 

thereof, any metric in this regard would provide no additional incentive, or 21 

serve any useful purpose. 22 

 23 

I will also note that as an added testing assurance measure, BellSouth 24 

currently offers through the CCP an opportunity for CLECs themselves to 25 
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test functionality in a pre-deployment test environment.  BellSouth's CLEC 1 

Application Verification Environment (“CAVE”) allows CLECs to perform 2 

functional testing, and the specifics of CAVE testing are described in 3 

Section 10.0 – Testing Environment in the current CCP Document (page 4 

65 of Exhibit RMP-1).  Such an environment is useful for CLECs to 5 

determine if there are defects in their own programming that might cause 6 

post-deployment problems. 7 

 8 

Q. HOW SHOULD THIS AUTHORITY RESPOND TO MS. KINARD’S 9 

REQUESTS FOR ADDITIONAL METRICS IN THE AREA OF CHANGE 10 

MANAGEMENT? 11 

 12 

A. Meaningful change management metrics already exist in BellSouth's 13 

proposed Service Quality Measurements (“SQM”) in Tennessee and the 14 

other BellSouth states.  Among others, these metrics include CM-1 – 15 

Timeliness of Change Management Notices, CM-3 – Timeliness of 16 

Documents Associated with Change, and CM-5 – Notification of CLEC 17 

Interface Outages, all of which BellSouth's witness David Coon can more 18 

fully explain.  Nothing else is required. 19 

 20 

Q. ON PAGE 30 AT LINE 6, MS. KINARD ALLEGES THAT BELLSOUTH 21 

IGNORES THE CLEC CHANGE REQUEST PRIORITIZATION AND 22 

IMPLEMENTS CHANGES WHENEVER IT CHOOSES.  IS THIS TRUE? 23 

 24 
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A. No.  Ms. Kinard is incorrect, and again provides no substantiation for her 1 

allegations.  She at least recognizes that the CLECs prioritize the CRs.  2 

As I have stated in previous testimony about the CCP before this Authority 3 

[Docket No. 00-00079], BellSouth is a firm believer in the CCP, and has 4 

never acted irresponsibly upon CRs in the manner that Ms. Kinard has 5 

alleged, nor does BellSouth plan to do so in the future.  There is an entire 6 

section of the CCP process devoted to release management, CR 7 

prioritization and release scheduling, and it is part of the same Section 4.0 8 

– Part 2 that I described in the previous answer. 9 

 10 

It is clearly noted on page 30 of Exhibit RMP-1 that BellSouth has the 11 

ability to reject CRs for reasons of cost, industry direction and technical 12 

unfeasibility during the CR acceptance review step (Step 3 of Section 4.0).  13 

Once the CRs have been accepted as candidates for implementation and 14 

are prioritized, BellSouth is committed to implement the CRs as 15 

scheduled.  With that said, it is not without precedent that individual 16 

features from prioritized CRs were not actually implemented at the time of 17 

the release, but it is a fact of life in an electronic and software environment 18 

that unforeseen anomalies can occur in the testing and implementation 19 

phase of a release.  Rather than jeopardize an entire release for the sake 20 

of individual features, and as I stated earlier in this testimony, BellSouth 21 

sometimes chooses to remove the offending feature(s) from the initial 22 

release.  Those feature defects are repaired, and the features installed in 23 

a sub-release at a later date. 24 

 25 
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It may also seem to the uninitiated that BellSouth sometimes installs lower 1 

priority features in a release, while not including higher priority features.  2 

This is a function of release capacity or development capability.  Some 3 

features require small amounts of software memory or do not have high 4 

development resource requirements.  Since these features are to be 5 

installed at some point anyway, they can sometimes be added to a 6 

release with a minimum of resource expenditure – and not at the expense 7 

of a higher priority feature.  A higher priority feature would have required 8 

more space in the software than was available, or extended development 9 

time might have caused a release interval that was not acceptable to the 10 

CLECs. 11 

 12 

Q. MOVING FROM THE CCP TO THE ISSUE OF FLOW-THROUGH, IN 13 

THE SECTION ON FLOW-THROUGH ON PAGE 2 OF HER EXHIBIT KK-14 

A, MS. KINARD STATES THAT “BELLSOUTH’S SQM [“SERVICE 15 

QUALITY MEASUREMENTS”] SHOULD NOT EXCLUDE ORDERS THAT 16 

FALL TO MANUAL, THROUGH NO FAULT OF THE CLEC, FROM THE 17 

METRIC.”  IN A LATER SENTENCE, SHE STATES THAT “IT 18 

[BELLSOUTH] SHOULD BE HELD ACCOUNTABLE FOR ITS DECISION 19 

NOT TO PROVIDE FLOW-THROUGH.”  PLEASE RESPOND. 20 

 21 

A. Ms. Kinard appears to incorrectly assume that everything – except those 22 

service requests that fall out due to CLEC error – should flow through 23 

BellSouth's systems without the need for manual intervention.  That simply 24 

is not the case, and, as I will discuss in more detail below, there is 25 
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regulatory support for BellSouth's position on flow-through and associated 1 

calculations. 2 

 3 

When Ms. Kinard makes reference to BellSouth's “decision not to provide 4 

flow-through,” she is referring to types of orders for which there currently is 5 

no designed capability for converting a CLEC’s Local Service Request 6 

(“LSR”) format to a BellSouth Service Order Communications System 7 

(“SOCS”) format.  Mr. Sauder (Birch Telecom) has similar concerns in his 8 

testimony on page 8.  For a number of service offerings that can be 9 

ordered by CLECs electronically, there is justification for BellSouth having 10 

made such a decision – and a number of regulatory precedents allowing 11 

such a decision. 12 

 13 

Q. PLEASE PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF THOSE REGULATORY 14 

PRECEDENTS? 15 

 16 

A. In a letter from the FCC’s Common Carrier Bureau Staff in February 1999 17 

(provided as Exhibit RMP-3), Bureau Chief Lawrence Strickling, in an 18 

interpretation of the Commission’s BellSouth Louisiana II Order, confirmed 19 

in Section 1 that BellSouth could exclude complex orders from flow-20 

through calculations.  That same letter further confirmed in Section 4 that 21 

there is no requirement that all types of orders be capable of electronic 22 

submission by a CLEC. 23 

 24 
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Further, in its approval of in-region interLATA services for Southwestern 1 

Bell Telephone Company for Texas (FCC 00-238, Para. 180), Bell Atlantic 2 

for New York (FCC 99-404, Footnote 488), and, more recently, Verizon for 3 

Massachusetts (FCC 01-130, at Para. 79), the FCC recognized that some 4 

services could be properly designed to fall out for manual processing.  In 5 

those orders, the FCC also upheld that nondiscriminatory access does not 6 

require that all service requests be submitted electronically in the first 7 

place. 8 

 9 

Q. WHAT IS BELLSOUTH’S JUSTIFICATION FOR ITS DECISION TO 10 

EXCLUDE CERTAIN TYPES OF ORDERS FROM FLOW-THROUGH 11 

CAPABILITY? 12 

 13 

A. In addition to the exclusion of complex orders from the flow-through 14 

requirement – and, consequently, exclusion from the flow-through 15 

calculations – BellSouth has, in fact, determined that certain other types of 16 

service requests do not lend themselves to flow-through – even though 17 

those service requests can be issued electronically.  These decisions 18 

were made due to the complexities or impossibilities of developing the 19 

programming to translate the LSR format to the SOCS format, or the fact 20 

that it does not make economical business sense to expend the resources 21 

to do such translation programming for service request types that have a 22 

relatively low-volume ordering incidence. 23 

 24 
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Q. WHAT ARE SOME EXAMPLES OF THE TYPES OF SERVICE 1 

REQUESTS THAT FALL INTO THIS CATEGORY? 2 

 3 

A. Included in this non-complex, non-flow-through category are services or 4 

situations such as some CLEC-requested expedites, requests with special 5 

pricing plans associated, some partial migrations, requests to restore or 6 

suspend for previously-provisioned UNE combos, requests with more than 7 

25 lines, some special directory listing requests, and situations where new 8 

telephone numbers have not yet posted to the Business Office Customer 9 

Records Information System (“BOCRIS").  Many of these services or 10 

situations are unique to the CLEC environment, and, thus, have no 11 

BellSouth equivalent. 12 

 13 

BellSouth has published a list of service request types and situations that 14 

are designed for fall-out.  For a complete overview of the list of flow-15 

through/non-flow-through services and situations, I have provided an 16 

excerpt (Pages 1-3) of the Tennessee Performance Metrics LSR Flow-17 

Through Matrix (dated July 16, 2001) as Exhibit RMP-4.  As BellSouth's 18 

interfaces and OSS have region-wide capabilities, this list is consistent 19 

throughout the nine states of the BellSouth region. 20 

 21 

I will mention that if a CLEC wishes a certain type of service or request to 22 

flow through or to be submitted electronically (if currently manual only), 23 

there is a defined process for making such a request to BellSouth.  A 24 

CLEC can issue a CR through the CCP to determine the whether such a 25 
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request is feasible.  BellSouth is committed to investigating all such 1 

requests to the fullest extent possible to satisfy CLEC needs whenever 2 

possible. 3 

 4 

Q. IN THAT SAME SECTION OF EXHIBIT KK-A, MS. KINARD CITES AN 5 

OBLIGATION FOR BELLSOUTH TO “PROVIDE PARITY SERVICE” AS 6 

IT RELATES TO ORDER PROCESSING AND SHE ALLEGES A LACK 7 

OF “EVIDENCE THAT SUCH ORDERS FALL OUT FOR MANUAL 8 

PROCESSING FOR ITS RETAIL OPERATION.”  MR. SAUDER (BIRCH 9 

TELECOM) SAYS THE SAME ON PAGE 7, AT LINE 16, OF HIS 10 

TESTIMONY.  PLEASE RESPOND. 11 

 12 

A. Regarding the alleged lack of “evidence that such orders fall out for 13 

manual processing for its retail operation,” I refer to the letter from FCC 14 

Common Carrier Bureau Chief Strickling that was previously discussed 15 

(Exhibit RMP-3, Section 1).  The FCC recognized that BellSouth does, in 16 

fact, manually process its own retail complex requests.  In a sense, a 17 

BellSouth retail request of this type – as well as those for more complex 18 

situations – ‘begins life’ in a fall-out condition.  Indeed, SOCS will not 19 

accept the request from a BellSouth representative unless it is correctly 20 

built.  Therefore, requests from CLECs must be correctly – and manually – 21 

built on the LSR (which is then translated to a SOCS-compatible format) – 22 

just as a BellSouth retail representative manually builds and submits such 23 

orders to SOCS.  As I stated earlier, many of the services and situations 24 

that fall out for CLECs have no equivalent in a BellSouth retail 25 
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environment, and, therefore, no comparison can be – nor needs to be – 1 

made. 2 

 3 

Q. IN HIS TESTIMONY ON PAGE 7, BEGINNING AT LINE 10, MR. 4 

SAUDER SUGGESTS THAT BELLSOUTH'S INABILITY TO 5 

MECHANICALLY PROCESS ORDERS WILL HAVE A DETRIMENTAL 6 

EFFECT ON CLECS.  PLEASE RESPOND. 7 

 8 

A. I would refer to the earlier response I gave to Ms. Kinard’s allegations 9 

about BellSouth's “decision not to provide flow-through.”  In spite of rulings 10 

that have said that BellSouth is not required to provide flow-through on all 11 

types of requests, or that some types of requests do not lend themselves 12 

to flow-through, the fact of the matter is that BellSouth itself greatly 13 

benefits from mechanization.  BellSouth certainly understands that manual 14 

transactions are more costly or time-consuming than mechanized orders – 15 

for CLECs and BellSouth – and has made an effort to mechanize those 16 

types of requests that are not in the categories as described above. 17 

 18 

Q. MS. KINARD STATES IN HER EXHIBIT THAT BELLSOUTH DOES NOT 19 

PROVIDE FLOW-THROUGH REPORTING FOR LNP [LOCAL NUMBER 20 

PORTABILITY] LSRs.  IS SHE CORRECT? 21 

 22 

A. No.  BellSouth has provided LNP flow-through reporting since October 23 

1999. 24 

 25 
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Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 1 

 2 

A. Yes. 3 




















































































































































































































































































































































































